Let 5 be a set in an «-dimensional Euclidean space, E". The following concept was used by Horn and Valentine [2] in their study of L sets, and it provides the basis of this investigation. Definition 1. A set VES is a set of visibility in S if, given any point p ES, there exists a point qEV such that the closed segment pqQS.
Notation. Given a point xES, let Vix) denote a continuum1 of visibility in 5 which contains x. The notation V,ix) will also be used. Definition 2. The set Vix) is a minimal continuum of visibility in S relative to x if, for any other continuum of visibility 7i(x), we have ViixXtVix).
A corresponding definition holds if we replace the word "continuum" by the words "compact convex set."
It is our purpose to investigate sets for which Vix) is unique for each xES. The most interesting result is contained in Theorem 2. The corresponding theory in which maximal convex sets are considered has been developed by Strauss and Valentine [3] . The two theories are decidedly different, and this difference is explained at the end of this article.
1. Minimal compact connected sets of visibility. Theorem 1. Let S be a closed set in £". Suppose each point xES is contained in a unique minimal continuum of visibility Vix) in S. Then either S is convex or the product H^s Vix) is a nonempty continuum. iBoth conclusions hold if and only if S is a single point.)
Proof. In this and later proofs we denote the line joining x and y by Lix, y).
Suppose there exists two sets Vix) and Viy) such that Vix) ■ 7(y) = 0. By Definition 1 there exists a point qE Vix) such that yqES. Let z be the point of Vix) ■ yq which is nearest to y. The uniqueness of Viz) implies that 7(z)C V(x) and that 7(z)Oy+ Viy). Since There exist a variety of interesting examples of the set S in Theorem 2. For instance, the set consisting of two externally tangent circular disks is a nonconvex one containing interior points.
The corresponding theory for unbounded closed sets SQE2 offers considerably more difficulty. Although I am able to establish a nontrivial generalization of Theorem 2 when at least one of the sets V(x) is bounded, the case when all the V(x) are unbounded remains unsettled.
3. Concluding remarks. In a previous paper [3 ] Straus and Valentine proved the following theorem.
"Let 5 be a closed connected set in a finite dimensional linear space, and let Rn be the subspace of minimal dimension which contains 5. Then the set 5 is convex if and only if each point xES is contained in a unique maximal convex subset of 5 of dimension greater than or equal to n -1."
Observe that the notion of visibility is not required in the above uniqueness requirement.
This cannot be done for minimal convex sets of visibility since a minimal convex set of 5 containing a point x is always x. This is the reason the theory in this paper differs essentially from that used by Straus and Valentine.
The generalization of Theorem 2 to E" (w>2) remains unsettled, and it appears to offer considerable difficulties. Finally, the converse of Theorem 2 is clearly false. For instance, a circular disk together with two outward normals (segments) is an obvious counterexample.
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